I Introduction
Power is actualized only where word and deed have not parted company, where words are not empty and deeds not brutal, where words are not used to veil intentions but to disclose realities, and deeds are not used to violate and destroy but to establish relations and create new realities. 1 Writing during the turbulent events of the late 1960s, Hannah Arendt observed that 'what Sorel 'remarked sixty years ago, "The problems of violence still remain very obscure," is as true today as it was then.' 2 For Arendt this obscurity was necessarily the case, given that the modern conception of the 'political' and the venerable tradition of thought on which it relied were themselves characterized by fundamental obscurities and misunderstandings. The core traditional misunderstanding, one uniting ancients and moderns, Left and Right, but finding clearest expression in 'political realism,' was that politics is essentially a matter of ruling and being ruled, of domination. The tragedy of this misunderstanding was that it helped eclipse a rival nondominative understanding of politics, and in so doing contributed to the rise of 20 th century totalitarianism. Certainly, totalitarianism entailed a fundamental reversal of 'the basic commandments of Western morality' and therefore also a fundamental break in Western political thought. 3 Yet this break was born of long held ideas and beliefs that totalitarian leaders only drove to an extreme conclusion. 4 
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This article explores just one of the intellectual and practical errors that Arendt deemed crucial to totalitarianism's perverse radicalization of the Western tradition, the 'realist' identification of violence with power presumed in the reduction of the 'political' to ruling and being ruled. Arendt believed that in conjunction with the confusion of necessity for freedom and the rise of late modern mass society, such identification inevitably suppressed the authentic experience of the 'political.' Given this, it is no overstatement to argue that the different currents of her thought are united by a sustained attempt to distinguish violence from power and to resurrect an alternative concept of the 'political,' that 'age-old treasure' which manifested itself gloriously yet fleetingly in the ancient polis and during modern revolutions, in particular the American Revolution. 5 Astounding though it may seem from a scholar of totalitarian terror and revolutionary upheaval, her key argument is that the supposedly 'realistic' equation of politics with command and obedience issues from a illusory desire to escape political life; that violence is not the essence but in fact the 'opposite' of power; and, finally, that a politics grounded upon violence is essentially 'anti-political.' Arendt's line of thought becomes less astounding, however, when viewed from the central assumptions of her political philosophy: that vocal plurality, not coercive rule or hostility, is the fundamental condition of political life, and that the essence of power is not domination but 'acting-in-concert,' friendship.
In the following I set out Arendt's rationale in drawing such a dramatic contrast between violence and power, and ask whether this contrast is ultimately tenable. Section II details her reading of Plato's fateful substitution of 'work' for 'action,' which placed a dominative metaphoric at the heart of Western political thought. Reflection on this substitution and its influence on subsequent thinking, specifically the eminently realist writings of Max Weber, provides a basis for exploring Arendt's novel re-valuation of the 'political' and her denial that violence is 'political.' On first glance this ambitious re-valuation seems to support the oft repeated claim that 'few authors of the twentieth century offered a more comprehensive alternative to Weber's political and sociological thought.' 6 However, while Arendt's re-valuation does have the beneficial effect of showing Weber's conception of the 'political' to be hyperbolically bloody-minded, close scrutiny of her work reveals significant problems. As argued in Section III, the Arendtean ideal of the 'political' presumes a questionable dualist ontology ---poiesis versus praxis, necessity versus freedom, the 'social' versus the 'political' ---that succeeds in purging politics of violence only by inverting realism's conceptual hierarchies.
Thus, where Weber thought solidarity applicable in private relations and instrumental domination appropriate in the political realm, Arendt reverses this thinking, imagining the private (and social) sphere to be governed by a logic of calculative manipulation and the political realm by civic friendship and 'human togetherness.' Not only does this response preserve
Weber's basic assumptions, albeit in inverted form, but it also leads to large areas of human endeavour being understood in thoroughly instrumental terms, specifically the socio-economic.
Extending this critique in Section IV, it is then argued that even within Arendt's own narrowly circumscribed account of the 'political,' the phenomena of violence and power remain intimately interwoven. This becomes clear when considering her thoughts on 'justified' violence, ochlocracy (power as mob-rule), the foundational act of constituting republics, and the discriminating faculty of reflective judgement. The thrust of this article is therefore largely negative: that Arendt's separation of violence and power ultimately fails. Nonetheless, recognizing that the 'political' cannot be purged of violence and hostility accentuates the significance of another aspect of Hannah Arendt's work, her ethico-political ideals of moderation and care. It is Arendt's sensitivity to these ideals and their underlying attitude, amor mundi, and 4 not her untenable division between a politics of friendship and an anti-politics of hostility, that justifies her status as a significant political thinker.
II Western political thought and the loss of the 'political'
In striking contrast to received wisdom, Arendt understands the 'greater part of political philosophy since Plato' as an attempt not to comprehend the 'political' but to 'escape from politics altogether' (HC, 222).
The essence of what so many sought to flee was first revealed in the ancient polis. In contrast to life in the household (oikos), which was subject to brute necessity and the dominion of masters over slaves, the Greeks celebrated political life as a life of free action spent in the company of one's fellow citizens. Action in the specific sense of praxis meant the ability to initiate the unprecedented and unforeseeable, which for Arendt corresponds with the condition of natality or human freedom. Acting and speaking in the public realm (ecclesia, agora), citizens showed who they were, revealed 'their unique personal identities and thus
[made] their appearance in the human world' (HC, 179). Presuming an audience of fellow actors, action also presumed human plurality, the twofold quality of 'equality and distinction' or human beings' similarity in being human and yet uniqueness in terms of their irreplaceable personalities. 7 The institutional manifestation of this plurality, isonomy or equal citizenship, was a cultural achievement which allowed naturally unequal persons to deal with each other as cobuilders of a shared world. Generating the intersubjective dimension of the shared world, the frail 'web of relationships,' praxis was necessarily 'action-in-concert,' a mode of endeavour inseparable from the human capacity for speech and in which actors were both doers and sufferers, dependent on others for their freedom (HC, (189) (190) OV, 143) Appalled by the uncertainty of life in the polis, Plato sought to ensure that the 'ignorant' many would be led by the few who alone possessed reason. He thereby effected a fateful transformation of the 'political' by replacing action conceived as intersubjective praxis with action conceived, in Arendt's term, as monological 'work,' which encompasses both fabrication (poiesis) and art, in the broad sense of instrumental or technological skill (techne). Governed by a logic of purposiveness or instrumentality, work is 'entirely determined by the categories of means and end,' the assumption that all matter is manipulable according to a consciously conceived image (HC, 143, 153). Thus, with Plato's substitution the meaning of politics transformed from the doing and speaking of great deeds and words into the disciplining of human life in accordance with the higher realm of Ideas. This resulted in political action being reinterpreted as the prerogative of a single individual, the 'Philosopher-King,' modelling a polity and its people according to the inner light of his mind. As Arendt sees it, such modelling implies rulership and domination, which, in turn, imply 'strength,' a quality of the individual in isolation from others and finding increase through the employment of violence. The connection between rulership and violence is intimate. Just as the household head used violence to 'emancipate himself from life's necessity,' so too does the Platonic ruler deploy it to render subjects obedient (OR, 114; IP, 149). But whereas the former deployed violence where it was necessary, in the prepolitical realm, the ruler introduces it into the polity and brings political life to an end, as least in the sense in which it had originally been understood.
Plato's transformation of the 'political' was fateful insofar as most subsequent thinkers unconsciously endorsed the premises of his thought (OV, 134-139; HC, 222). While Arendt believes this true for nearly all modern ideologies, it is most apparent in the 'political realism'
propounded by Machiavelli, Hobbes, and Max Weber. Focusing on Weber, 'political realism' 6 has nothing to do with 'metaphysical' or 'moral' realism, the claim that the universe is directly knowable or that our moral beliefs have an objective status; rather, it refers to the belief that politics is a realm of warring interests where truth or right plays a minor role. 8 In this sense
Weber clearly rejects the ethical utopianism underlying Plato's Republic. But in other key respects his work represents a modern radicalization of Platonic assumptions, specifically the emphasis on rulership and on politics as an essentially instrumental activity. In place of the 'Philosopher-King' Weber famously celebrates the 'charismatic leader,' yet both figures presume a stark division between a politically active few and an 'intellectually proletarianized' passive mass. 9 The Weberian justification for this division is the same as it was for Plato, that only the elect, those marked out by extraordinary talent, are competent to govern. And implicit in this separation of elites and masses is the Platonic view of politics as a mode of fabrication concerned with making and re-making the polity. In fact, Weber drives Plato's substitution of work for praxis to its logical conclusion, shearing it of philosophical euphemism. An instrument to any number of good and evil ends, 'one can define the 'political' character of an association only through [its] means ---which, though not peculiar to it, is at all events indispensable for its nature: violence' (ES, 55; PV, 78). At heart, then, political life involves a coercive imposition of one's will, power being simply 'the probability that one actor within a social relationship will be in a position to carry out his own will despite resistance' (ES, 52, my emphasis).
In this, Arendt contends, Weber and his fellow realists give voice to a venerable prejudice of Western political thought, the 'pernicious' identification of freedom with 'sovereignty' or the idea that actors are free only to the extent that they are independent from others and triumph over them (BPF, 163; HC, 234). This identification is 'pernicious' insofar as it locates the standards and well-spring of political action within the inner self, thus disavowing human plurality and the Reflecting on power and political foundation, Arendt is therefore led to the novel conclusion that despite the horrors of the 20 th century the use of force lies 'outside the political realm, strictly speaking' (OR, 19). However, she does recognize an ineliminable, if highly circumscribed, role for implemental violence in two respects. 16 The first, as already suggested, concerns the 'realm of necessity,' by which Arendt means those arenas of human life directed towards satisfying natural or biological need, in contrast to the free arena of politics. In antiquity such need was satisfied in the private sphere by the 'violent injustice' of enslaving others and living off their labour (HC, 119). In modernity and the modern sphere of the 'social,' which melds the private and public, technology replaces slavery as the means for satisfying natural necessity. While happily different from the direct domination of slavery, as techne technology, including the administrative structures putting it into effect, nonetheless exhibits the 'element of violation and violence' that is 'present in all fabrication' (HC, 139). It is for this reason that Arendt warns against confusing the 'social' with the 'political,' 'necessity' with 'freedom.' 17 For the attempt to solve social issues, such as poverty, through political means can only have the twin result of economic chaos and of introducing the principle of manipulation or fabrication into the political realm, thereby destroying solidarity.
Rejecting pacifism, Arendt also admits that violence may be 'rational' and appropriate in certain crisis moments. These include wars of self-defence, liberation from oppression, the dramatization of grievances, and even attempts to gain 'a hearing for moderation' (OV, 176; OR, 142, 299). Yet she repeatedly denies that such violence can be classed as 'political,' her argument being that it has no relation to the experience and meaning of political life. Where power is 'legitimate,' directing its appeal to some past moment of joint action, reasonable violence is 'justified,' instrumentally appealing to the future ends it aims to achieve (OV, 150-151). It is the power generating bond of 'acting-in-concert' that provides the enduring ground of the 'political,' whereas physical violence can only be a short-term measure, employable if and when the 'web of relationships' stands under threat. Indeed, because always 'silent,' violence is at best politically 'peripheral' or 'marginal,' for 'man, to the extent that he is a political being, is endowed with the power of speech.' 18 Thus, to think war and violent struggle the essence or lasting basis of politics is, Arendt insists, to glorify the 'antipolitical,' a glorification which, when removed of limits, slides easily into atrocity and terror (OR, 19).
III Arendt's dualist ontology and 'inverted realism'
The foregoing revealed the novelty of Hannah Arendt's reflections on violence and power and her reasons for rejecting political realism. Certainly, there is real wisdom in this rejection.
Extrapolating from Arendt's warnings as to sovereign rulership, it becomes clear that Weber's adherence to this idea, together with a celebration of charismatic individuals, leads his Verantwortungsethik into extreme subjectivism. As sovereign ruler, the leader's 'cause' may demand that others be taken into account or it may not; what matters is that it is his cause, that his life derives sense from it. Thus, there exists an acute paradox in Weber's claim that 'he who seeks the salvation of the soul ... should not seek it along the avenue of politics,' for the only measure he has of politics is precisely the actor's soul (PV, 125-126). The negative consequences of this paradoxical subjectification are threefold. First, the contrast between a fanatic Gesinnungsethik and Weber's worldly Verantwortungsethik gives way, for both in the end are rooted in an inscrutable subjective commitment. Second, the distinction between nonmanipulated and manipulated political legitimacy also collapses, since Weber's criterion of legitimacy is, in line with his subjectivist assumptions, simply the de facto belief on the part of the ruled that a political order is appropriate, proper, and not whether such belief is itself warranted, a result of genuine interaction as opposed to propagandist distortion. 19 Finally, although he seeks an economy of violence, Weber is encouraged by the image of a sovereign maker to regard other actors' natality as a frustrating source of 'resistance' to the leader's will, rather than as an enabling pre-condition of one's being able to act at all. In turn, this emphasis on resistance and its overcoming contributes to his one-sided reduction of the 'political' to domination, to violence being considered the essential logic of political life. It is then but a short step to glorifying violence, to seeing the existential import of the 'political' as being encapsulated in 'death on the field of battle' (RRW, 335).
By contrast, in Arendt's philosophy this line of reasoning is impossible. Because plurality is the condition of political life and power, the authentic basis of political ethics is intersubjectivity. Intersubjectivity entails that the legitimacy of political orders depends not simply on individual belief, which can be 'arbitrary and merely idiosyncratic,' but on the 13 'process of exchange of opinion against opinion' (OR, 227). And given that this process of exchange necessarily relies on speech, violence cannot be the prime determinant of political action.
But if Arendt successfully lays bare and places a halt upon the hyperbolic one-sidedness of Weber's thought, does she also provide, as Baehr and others believe, a 'far-reaching alternative'
to the tradition from which it stemmed? 20 To provide a far-reaching alternative, she would have to fundamentally dispute the realist assumption that domination is an inescapable part of human interaction. She would also have to transcend the conceptual categories and binaries impelling realist thinking. Yet looking more deeply into the structure and categories of Arendt's thought, it is clear that instead of transcending realism's assumptions she in fact reproduces them in her ontology of the human condition. Reproducing them, she also gives veiled yet concrete sustenance to the realist worldview.
The point of this criticism becomes apparent once we consider Arendt's reflections on the great 'rebels' standing at the end of the Western philosophical tradition: Kierkegaard, Marx, and
Nietzsche. Ever since Plato set the world of 'appearance' in opposition to the realm of 'Ideas,' the Western philosophical tradition had been defined by a specific hierarchization of human capabilities, the supremacy of reason and contemplation (vita contemplativa) over all earthly activity (vita activa). This hierarchy endured until the beginning of the modern age. The 'greatness' of Kierkegaard, Marx, and Nietzsche is that they understood the modern world 'as one invaded by new problems and perplexities which our tradition of thought was unable to cope with' (BPF, 27). For Kierkegaard the key problem was the rise of modern science and scepticism, which threw both the efficacy of reason and the existence of God into radical doubt;
for Marx, the birth of historical consciousness (as articulated by Hegel) and the appearance of a labouring society, which fundamentally questioned the age-old priority of philosophy over action; and for Nietzsche, the relativization of all ethical, artistic, and religious ideals by the nihilist 'social linkages and commerce' of 19 th century European culture, which fatally undermined the ancient belief in transcendent, timeless standards. Seeking to comprehend modernity's perplexities, these three 'tried desperately to think against the tradition while using its own conceptual tools' (BPF, 25). In doing so they each effected a radical inversion of the It is vital to recognize the import of Arendt's complex, yet recognizably dualist, ontologizing. If her landscape of the human condition holds true, then reality divides into distinct spheres where distinct logics govern. Thus, the 'political' is connected with plurality, with freedom, with intersubjective speech, and therefore with power; the 'non-political,' conversely, is associated with nature, with mute necessity, with technical prowess, and therefore with violence. Furthermore, Arendt is not merely offering a description of reality, but also an evaluation of the human condition. The 'political' represents a more uniquely human mode of being than the 'non-political' insofar as the 'political' enjoys an especially close connection with human plurality, freedom, and natality. Her phenomenology of the human condition is therefore simultaneously an axiology, and one, moreover, which sets up an unmistakable prioritization in the system of human goods, it being 'obvious' that action occupies 'the highest position' (LWA, 30).
Unsurprisingly, numerous criticisms have been offered of Arendt's ontological dualisms.
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The majority concentrate on her separation of the 'social' and the 'political,' the key claim being that she is led by a regrettable 'essentialism' to neglect that 'there is a much more intimate connection between the 'social' and the 'political' than she frequently suggests.' 23 Arendt stands guilty, the critics contend, of neglecting questions of social justice, of exhibiting disdain towards the labouring masses, and of endorsing a nostalgic vision of the 'political' that is utterly impractical under modern conditions. However, what is important here is the way in which Arendt's thought itself shares an 'ominous similarity' to the 'turning upside down' operations which she attributed to Kierkegaard, Marx, and Nietzsche. We saw earlier that Weber drew a sharp distinction between the world of intimate relations and salvation, on the one hand, and the realm of politics, on the other. The disenchanting processes of rationalization have forced all genuine 'ethics of brotherliness' into the private sphere, whereas the public sphere of politics has necessarily become a 'dominion of unbrotherliness,' the impersonal and autonomous 'dignity of the polity' resting overwhelmingly on 'force' (RRW, 357, 335). However, Arendt responds not by thinking beyond the 'bannister' of realist thought, but by inverting its conceptual structure, the private sphere of necessity and the 'social' now being determined by a dominative impersonality, the public sphere of equal yet distinct actors being instead the space for solidarity and friendship. Thus, while the terms of her particular reversal differ from that of Kierkegaard, Marx, and Nietzsche, the form remains the same, with a similar tendency towards hierarchization and a re-valuation which preserves the framework of that which it sought to transcend.
The paradoxical effects of this inversion are clear. Arendt counters the nightmarish violence of 20 th century totalitarianism by ascribing a logic of intersubjectivity and vocal beingtogether to power and the 'political,' but the cost of this re-valuation is the ascription of a logic of domination and technocratic rule to the non-political realms, in particular the 'social.' Only 'by means of violence, by forcing others to bear the burden of life,' she claims, did the ancients escape from necessity into freedom, and only through manipulative technologies, which replaced human 'tools' with machines, was this 'old and terrible truth' overcome (OR, 114). From this three intolerable consequences follow. The first is a truncation and de-radicalization of citizenship as an ideal. The promise of politics is the human capacity for beginning anew, but because so much is excluded from the authentically 'political' the scope for the exercise of that capacity becomes extremely limited. The 'social' and the 'household' now banished from politics, all that seem to remain are founding, preserving the contours of republics, and public display. The second negative result is that the master-slave relation suffers depoliticization, the problem of poverty and economic oppression being transformed from an ethical into a technical one of finding a technology that will substitute for human tools. 24 Gone, consequently, is the recognition that such oppression stems from human relations per se. In its place is a naïve faith in technology to solve humanity's 'natural' needs underpinned by a 'politically dangerous myth'
that there are realms of human life where managers and social engineers have pre-eminence. 25 However, as already suggested, by far the most significant consequence of Arendt's inversion of Weber is that his realist definition of the state as the monopoly over the means of legitimate violence is transferred from its political context and rooted in the 'non-political' as a totalizing, incontrovertible truth. The danger of this, of course, is that once Arendt's questionable division between freedom and necessity, the 'political' and the 'social,' poiesis and praxis, is rejected, it is just a simple step to surrender to simplifying temptations and to assume that the same realist logic applies foundationally to all interpersonal activities. As with Kierkegaard, Marx, and Nietzsche, Arendt's binary ontologizing threatens to implode in on itself.
IV Indissoluble bonds: on the fundamental interwovenness of violence and power
That Hannah Arendt should legitimate a violent instrumentalism in vast spheres of human existence is deeply ironic when she had originally set herself the task of contesting the Platonic roots of Western political thought. In the above I pointed to the dubious ontology underlying this turn and some of the negative consequences it has for her project as a whole. Once these consequences are recognized, two conclusions become inevitable. The first is that Arendt in no way offers a 'far-reaching alternative' to the time-honoured emphasis on domination, since her alternative presumes an indirect affirmation of that emphasis, albeit in the realm of the 'social.'
The second is that, given the problematic status of her dualisms, it becomes plausible to suggest that necessity and violence belong no more uniquely to the 'social' and 'non-political' than do non-coercive freedom and power to the 'political,' in other words, that the risk of politics is far more acute than she allows.
It could be said in Arendt's defence that her thorough-going separation of violence and power and the idea of the 'political' which results are happily independent from her dualisms. 
i. The empirical status of Arendt's claims
We saw that for Arendt 'to speak of non-violent power is actually redundant,' since violence and power are 'opposites' (OV, 155). Violence can easily eradicate power by destroying the bonds between actors, but it remains wholly incapable of engendering it. Certainly, there is truth to this broad claim. Arendt rightly recognizes that in many instances violence issues from 'frustration,'
either on the part of authorities who feel their control ebbing or of citizens who are denied political expression. 26 But it is not always true, contrary her unqualified claim, that violence issues from impotence or, more significantly, can never engender power. Beginning with the question of impotence, there are several historical examples of failing regimes responding to a loss in their power in largely non-violent ways. As Arendt herself remarks, the British Empire answered the movement of Indian independence not with 'administrative massacres' but by conceding its demands, even if grudgingly. 27 The same will to concession, to accepting the existence of plurality, can also be seen at work in the 'Velvet Revolutions' that signalled the end 
ii. Violence and justification
What the foregoing reveals is that Arendt's generalizations, even by the light of her own reflections, do not universally hold. Admittedly, she did concede that violence and power violence which is used for limited political ends in moments of crisis, but whose meaning is of 'marginal' political significance. As was explained, for Arendt power is 'legitimate,' whereas violence can never be legitimate but only 'justified,' instrumentally appealing to the short-term goals of self-defence or liberation from oppression. However, what remain unacknowledged here are the problematic implications which follow for her identification of politics with friendship and non-dominative 'being-with.' The first of these is that her critique of Weber's 'lesser evil' doctrine collapses. Her complaint was that far from protecting us against 'greater evil' this doctrine actually leads us to it, the means of violence transforming into the end of politics.
Arendt's argument does have relevance, in that it was the unthinking acceptance of the resort to violence which led totalitarian movements to spurn all boundaries and restraints. Yet Arendt cannot respond to totalitarian excess by simply endorsing the principle of solidarity, 'the concern of one is the concern of all,' for in accepting 'justified' violence she concedes that solidarity is sometimes perilously inappropriate. 34 She fears the threatened loss of limits, yet all politics, including her own, must at times take the risk of using violent means, and therefore all politics, not just Weber's Platonism, is constrained to accept the inescapability of 'lesser evil.' Assuredly, does coincide with the notion of coercion, of directly forcing others to act against their will.
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And such coercion sometimes assumes horrific proportions. It was their acting together, not primarily their possession of killing technology, which enabled a handful of SS guards, friends among themselves, to control and systematically dehumanize countless camp inmates. 37 Power, in other words, has a constitutive connection to 'being-with' but that connection can be even more balefully injurious than 'pure' or implemental violence, which, as was just seen, also has a constitutive temporal connection to 'being-with.' What all this suggests is that Arendt's account of violence as an essentially mute deployment of instruments represents a crude phenomenology blind to the various forms direct domination takes, the least effective being perhaps the use of arms.
iii. The inseparability of violence and power
In conjunction with the empirical examples cited previously, these arguments show that by Arendt's own account violence and power, coercion and speech, are often intimately interwoven.
As 'justifiability' suggests, sometimes steps have to be taken which endanger peace and stability, disrupt solidarity, and make enemies of fellow actors, a truth downplayed by Arendt's identification of politics with non-coercive friendship. Yet she might still insist on seeing this interwovenness as an incidental matter of 'perverted forms' of acting-together or, if occurring in uncorrupted polities, a question of instrumentally deploying violent means when tragic occasions arise, but not a basic feature of the 'political' as such. Even if sometimes necessary, the use of violent means remains 'anti-political' insofar as it undercuts solidarity, the basis of all politics.
There is point to this retort. Violence does threaten chaos and if solidarity is defined as the foundation of political existence, then violence is 'anti-political.' Yet, while foundational, solidarity is never politics' sole foundation, despite Arendt's definitions. Indeed, the inherent interwovenness of violence and power, enmity and solidarity, is in fact implied by her answer to Weberian charismatic authority, the act of constituting a republic.
Reflecting upon the unique challenge of political beginnings, Arendt seeks to combine revolution and preservation in a constitutional law that is relational, not commanding. Such law, she believes, originates in the act of mutual promising and is upheld by the practice of augmentation, which overcome respectively the paradox of 'unconstitutional' authority and the paradoxical relation between the initial act of foundation and the freedom of subsequent generations (OR, 160-162, 223). For a constitution to be genuinely authoritative and stable it must be present to citizens as meaningfully theirs and this is achieved only if citizens accept it as something they could have mutually endorsed had they been present during its original formulation. Similarly, the initial act of foundation and future freedom are reconciled by the practice of constitutional amendment. Indeed, without the capacity to be amended or augmented, a constitution's authority dies, for authority must be responsive to ever-changing circumstances (OR, 202).
The problem, however, with Arendt's vision is that it supposes mutual promising and augmentation can occur without remainder, without there being citizens who vehemently disagree with what has been promised or who resolutely spurn particular augmentations.
Certainly, the connection binding citizens is not some 'identical will which somehow magically inspires them,' but rather 'an agreed purpose for which alone the promises are valid and binding' (HC, 245). But this 'agreed purpose' which validates an individual promise is always a specific purpose, and in being such it necessarily rules out others. Such specificity stems from the nature of action itself, for to act is inevitably to close off alternative futures by setting in motion processes which are irreversible, can never be subsequently undone (HC, 233). In making a specific promise, actors therefore cannot but deny rival promises and purposes. 38 In other words, the act of founding is simultaneously an act of constitution and of exclusion, a setting of 'worthy' as against 'unworthy' goals. And because exclusionary, there is the ever-present likelihood that there will be some who reject the prevailing understanding of 'citizenship' as arbitrary and 'unconstitutional.' In allowing for gradual change and modification, the practice of augmentation mitigates this problem without solving it, for the very same quandary recurs here, too. Every augmentation is specific, one among a vast number of possibilities.
Arendt could claim to have escaped the paradoxes of founding because she underplayed the many ways in which polities and the world can be interpreted. Actions, she (HC, 208) says, 'possess an enduring quality of their own because they create their own remembrance,' but the problem here is that 'remembrance' is not at stake, rather remembrances. The American
Revolution once again proves a telling example. In Arendt's hands it appears as the collective project of an entire people conjoining in their difference to bring a shared polity into being. No mention is made of the Federalist strategy to limit colonial legislatures in favour of a consciously preferred centralized state or that the constitution was devised in secret. 39 There is little mention, either, that the Mayflower Compact, which she (OR, 167) deems the precursor of the Constitution, required for its success the deracination of native cultures. In this, as Keenan notes, Arendt repeats the errors of Locke and other contract theorists, whose assumption of 'the "emptiness" of "the New world"' provided 'a model for the "state of nature."' 40 In a manner not dissimilar to these 17 th century thinkers, what Arendt offers is a 'fable,' a story whose purpose is to inspire future action, to empower. 41 The difficulty, however, with her empowerment is that it The same, finally, is true of reflective judgement. Arendt thinks discriminating judgement ---which gives voice to taste, the sense corresponding to our immediate feelings of pleasure or displeasure ---'the most important activity in which ... sharing-the-world-with-others-comes-to pass' (BPF, 221). As with action, judgement depends on human plurality, the twofold quality of 'equality and distinction.' 43 Unlike the cognitive intellect, which compels assent through intuition or logical self-evidence, judgement is thoroughly intersubjective, relying upon a persuasive process of 'representative thinking' which in turn relies upon a shared 'common sense' (sensus communis). Yet Arendt's understanding of reflective judgement is unfortunately incomplete. Precisely because discriminating, deciding this is wrong, this good, this ugly, this beautiful, judgement and its sense of taste cannot be identified with friendship or human plurality per se, since the necessary concomitant of taste, pleasure, and approval is distaste, displeasure, and disgust. This is so because every evaluative category has positive and negative dimensions, 29 praise making sense only on account of the possibility of censure. 44 Moreover, in making such evaluations we not only differentiate between attractive and unattractive qualities, but also between individuals who possess or exhibit these qualities. Thus, in a manner analogous to the art critic who discriminates between excellent and mediocre work, in judging political events and circumstances the actor determines who is to be classed correct, prudent, and an ally and who is to be considered mistaken, imprudent, or even an enemy.
Judging is therefore never a simple matter of 'being-with' but a complex process of simultaneously 'being-for' and 'being-against,' wherein friendship and enmity, liking and disliking, are constitutively interconnected. Arendt's insistence on persuasion, communication and pleasure is, then, but one side of a broader story encompassing prescription, reticence, and displeasure. Despite one-sidedness, she does acknowledge this core conflictual dimension.
Judgement 'decides not only how the world is to look, but also who belongs together in it' and she was certain that Adolf Eichmann did not belong. 45 If so, however, she must accept there can never be a combination of equality and distinction without remainder, for some deeds and some actors must be considered beyond the pale. And once it is recognized that 'being-for' and 'beingagainst' are intrinsic aspects of judgement, the 'principal virtue or excellence of the statesman' (BPF, 221; UP, 318), then we are also compelled to acknowledge the ineliminable potentiality for violence in all political relations. For in judging something right or wrong, good or evil, we simultaneously commit ourselves to its realization or prevention in the world, just as do those actors who periodically arrive at judgements utterly opposed to ours.
V Conclusion: the enduring significance of moderation and care
Earlier we saw that Arendt fails to provide a 'far-reaching alternative' to political realism, her work being wedded to the conceptual framework and binaries of realist thinking. It is now clear that her separation of violence and power is itself untenable. Not only are there numerous empirical counter-examples to her generalizations, but by the terms of her own thought violence and power are intimately related. Thus, whatever it might be, the 'political' cannot be equated with revelatory speech and civic friendship. Of course, it could be argued that this misses the point of Arendt's re-valuation of the 'political,' which was not to mirror the present but to provide a crucial yet indeterminate ideal by which to judge our current failings. 46 Ignoring this 'utopian' aspect of her work, we therefore capitulate to the enervating belief underlying political realism, that we are doomed to complicity in domination and coercion. However, to argue along these lines is to overemphasize the emancipatory potential of Arendt's thought and to misinterpret the critique offered here. As to the first point, we saw that the excessive cost of her re-valuation of the 'political' is an 'inverted realism,' that is, the totalizing ascription of a logic of domination and technocratic rule to the private and 'social' realms. What results is not a thoroughgoing challenge to political realism, but in fact a de-politicization of the socio-economic and thus a paradoxical de-radicalization of citizenship as a living ideal. To avoid this, it is necessary to reject Arendt's dualisms, a point implicit in the above arguments. Furthermore, my goal in critiquing Arendt has not been to dismiss regulatory ideals or to deny the importance of ethics, far from it. Rather, it has been to correctly thematize the political realities with which ethical reflection must begin. Chief among these realities is the mixed stuff of political life unfortunately denied by Arendt when she ascribed to the 'political' a singular, non-dominative logic. To highlight the interwoveness of violence and power is not to revert to political realism, which is similarly false in presuming but one underlying logic, but instead to make the mediating claim that politics is about speech and coercion, friendship and enmity.
Standing between Arendt and realism, this mediating view demands that we think the logic of domination and the logic of solidarity, of violence and of power, together, since crude dualisms lessen our understanding of politics' potentialities and dangers. To equate the 'political' with domination is, as Arendt properly remarks, to condemn ourselves to self-annihilating cycles of revenge and reaction; by contrast, to equate it with friendship is to occlude those temporally urgent moments where decisions and discriminations have to be made under conditions of staunch dissensus and with the possibility that they might prove grievously inappropriate or wrong. Recognizing this truth means acknowledging that ethical-political reflection must address the inescapability of strategy, of actors being enmeshed in conflicts and having to respond to 33 these in ways which make adversaries or even enemies of others. Because actors inhabit relational networks and inherit histories over which they have little control, the avoidance of conflict and strategy is more often than not a matter of brute luck, stability being an undeniable good whose possession is hardly guaranteed for all times and contexts. 'Crisis' means a weakening of foundational accord in which stability gives way to fluidity. Yet fluidity is at once both a threat and an opportunity. It increases the likelihood of communal violence and unrest, the costs of which are frequently borne by the weakest groups, and yet promises the chance of changing political orders for the better. This, in short, is the meaning of 'risk.' Certainly, it would be unwise to equate politics as such with moments of grave risk. There will be times when antagonism can be converted into a contestatory, yet non-violent, agonism; when diverse actors will opt for a path of compromise or modus vivendi; and, finally, even moments where they achieve broad consensus on generalizable interests. But this should not occlude the truth that there will also be occasions when antagonism is ineradicable, when compromise is unacceptable, and when consensus is fanciful illusion. In such moments the only resort actors have is to try to effect a new political order by the least destructive means at hand.
But if political-ethical reflection must encompass antagonism and strategy, should we finally take our leave of Hannah Arendt? Notwithstanding her false turns, I believe that response would be mistaken, as becomes clear if we once again return to Weber. For strategy to remain ethical means acknowledging that when coercion and hostility are inevitable, this does not entail that everything is permitted. Despite avowing an 'ethics of responsibility,' Weber substantially weakens this normative caveat. He enjoined actors to 'help right to triumph by the use of force,'
warning that otherwise they may be responsible for greater evils, and yet he believed that politics is fundamentally a contract with 'diabolical powers,' that ethical and political life follow the need for conservation, for preserving the relationships and institutions that sustain political life. 47 It was a symptom of 'our loss,' she claimed, 'that these two elements, the concern with stability and the spirit of the new, have become opposites in political thought and terminology,' the one claimed by conservatives and reactionaries, the other championed by radicals and revolutionary ideologues (OR, 223). This loss is tragic for it occludes a central truth of political life: that without change the polity slowly atrophies, but without boundaries and restraint it hurtles towards self-destruction. Motivating this self-destructive tendency is hubris, the overweening pride which tempts us to unleash incalculable biological and cosmic forces upon the world or to compel others into conforming to our ideal conceptions of humanity (HC, 202).
But hubris only partly explains Arendt's concern for boundaries and conservation, for it is action itself which threatens the endurance of the world (HC, (190) (191) . Action is the most meaningful of human being's activities, the sign of their spontaneous natality, but because bringing new and unforeseeable processes into life, this very natality can also take horrendously unpredictable paths. Thus, the inner meaning of 20 th century totalitarianism is not simply the wild extremes of ideology and terror, but the chilling spectacle of natal action annihilating the human plurality and spontaneity that are the conditions of its becoming (OT, 438).
It was for this reason that Arendt sought to limit political action through constitutionalism and the maintenance of durable political institutions, both of which are inextricably linked with the human faculties of promising and forgiving. These measures and faculties give expression to the twin principles underlying the attitude of amor mundi, 'the old virtue of moderation' in the pursuit of our ends and the willingness to care for the diverse plurality of human beings (HC, 191). In short, action's 'enormous risks' are avoided only if human beings celebrate the existence of others and exhibit humanitas, the quality of being able to nurture and add to the world held in common. 48 The implications for an ethical conception of strategy are clear. Viewed under the attitude of care, strategy remains ethical if it avoids succumbing to a dehumanizing enmity where opponents are reduced to mere objects, if, as Arendt, quoting Sorel, observed, it holds to a 'spirit of fighting without hatred and "without the spirit of revenge"' (OV, 167). In place of a purist insistence on the absolute rectitude of one's values and goals, which denies the plurality of perspectives and slides easily into fanaticism, strategy must therefore exhibit a fundamental concern for the intersubjective realm that separates and yet relates diverse actors. But for this realm to endure and our deeds not to degrade into atrocity, the same moderation and restraint which inform relations of friendship must also govern our actions during inevitable moments of antagonism and coercion. This means, in turn, that the ultimate criterion for strategic acts is not success, but success in a reflective, non-Pyrrhic sense, whether our deeds truly advance the ends and ideals sought, whether they endanger these ends and ideals by generating even greater enmity, and, whether, finally, they abide by the principles of interaction as far as possible, if not by their letter then at least in their spirit. The extreme of strategy is killing, but such killing must not, in the words of both Kant and Arendt, be such that it '"would make mutual confidence in … subsequent peace impossible."' 49 Under the vision of the 'political' articulated here violence is an irreducible element of our power, of all our projects and promises, but that violence ought never to be such as to eliminate the possibility of forgiveness or of future promises and new beginnings.
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